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DIGEST:

where third low offeror protests against
award to either first or second low
offeror on basis that neither offeror
attended prebid site inspection, protest
is dismissed since second low offeror, in
fact, did make the site inspection and was
in line for award even if the low offeror
was not, Therefore, the protester, being
the third low offeror, does not have the
requisite direct and substantial interest
with regard to award to be regarded as an
"interested party" under our Bid Protest
Procedures.

Todd Van & Storage, Inc. (Todd), protests the award of
a contract to any other firm under request for quotations
(RFQ) NNSM84-200, issued by the National Archives and
Records Service (NARS), General Services Administration
(GSA}.

The above RFQ was issued on August 14, 1984, and
requested quotations for moving substantial numbers of
audiovisual and textual records from one stack to another
within the main National Archives building at 7th and
Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. Four gquotations
were received before the scheduled due date of September 1,
1984, Elite Moving and Storage, Inc. (Elite), submitted the
low quotation while Northern Vvirginia van Company (Northern
Virginia) submitted the second low guotation. Todd's quota-
tion was third low. On September 13, 1984, NARS placed an
order with Elite to perform the contract work. Todd filed a
protest with our Office arguing that neither Elite nor
Northern Vvirginia is entitled to the award since neither of
these firms attended the tour of inspection required by the
specifications,

Todd is not eligible to maintain this protest., A party
must be an "interested party" under our Bid Protest Proce-
dures, 4 C.F.R. § 21.1(a) (1984), in order to have its pro-
test considered by our Office., Determining whether a party
is sufficiently interested involves consideration of the
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party's status in relation to the procurement and the issues
1980’ 80-1 C.P.Dc 1' 119.

According to GSA, Northern Virginia's representative,
in fact,did make the inspection tour. Since Northern
virginia's quotation was second low and Todd's quotation
third low, Todd was never in line for the award and,
therefore, not an "interested party." See International
Business Investments, B-202164.2, June 8, 1981, 81-1 C.P.D.
Y 459. 1In any event, as pointed out by GSA, the failure to
make a site inspection, even where the solicitation so
requires, provides no basis to reject an otherwise
responsive bid. Rowe Contracting Service, Inc., B-200594,
Jan, 22, 1981, 81-1 C.P.D. ¥ 40.

The protest is dismissed,
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